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EVALUATING EFFORTS TO HELP FAMILIES
SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN AND ESCAPE
POVERTY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 17, 2013

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 4:06 p.m., in room
1100, Longworth House Office Building, the Honorable Dave
Reichert [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

[The advisory of the hearing follows:]

o))
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HEARING ADVISORY

Chairman Reichert Announces Hearing on Evalu-
ating Efforts to Help Families Support their
Children and Escape Poverty

1100 Longworth House Office Building at 4:00 PM
Washington, July 10, 2013

Congressman Dave Reichert (R-WA), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human
Resources of the Committee on Ways and Means, today announced that the Sub-
committee will hold a hearing titled, “What Really Works: Evaluating Current Ef-
forts to Help Families Support their Children and Escape Poverty.” The hearing will
review evidence about the effectiveness of programs designed to assist low-income
families and individuals, how Congress can ensure these programs are evaluated ef-
fectively, and how funding can best be directed toward programs and services that
have the greatest impact on reducing poverty. The hearing will take place at
4:00 pm on Wednesday, July 17, 2013, in Room 1100 of the Longworth House
Office Building. This hearing is the second in a three-part series of hearings on
welfare reform issues.

In view of the limited time available to hear from witnesses, oral testimony at
this hearing will be from invited witnesses only. Witnesses will include experts on
the evaluation of social programs, as well as experts who use high-quality evalua-
tions to inform public policy decisions. However, any individual or organization not
scheduled for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for consideration
by the Committee and for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

BACKGROUND:

The Federal Government spends hundreds of billions each year on more than 80
programs for families and individuals with low income. While each of these pro-
grams is intended to alleviate poverty and improve the lives of those who receive
these benefits, few programs have been rigorously evaluated to determine if they ac-
tually achieve their goals. According to social policy experts writing about the eval-
uation of Federal social programs in 2010, “[slince 1990, there have been 10 in-
stances in which an entire Federal social program has been evaluated using the sci-
entific ‘gold standard’ method” to determine whether the program really works, and
“nine of these evaluations found weak or no positive effects.”

Research has shown that dozens of specific interventions have demonstrated posi-
tive results in addressing various social problems, including by reducing child mal-
treatment, improving educational achievement, and increasing employment and
earnings. However, in some cases, high-quality evaluations have revealed that some
programs previously believed to be effective actually had no impact. In other cases,
social programs expected to improve the lives of low-income adults or children actu-
ally caused harm—meaning those who did not receive the service or benefit avoided
the detrimental effects caused by the program because they did not participate. In
addition, many Federal social programs have never been rigorously evaluated to de-
termine whether they effectively address the problem they were created to solve,
and evidence of effectiveness is not routinely used by Congress to address program
deficiencies or redirect funding to more effective programs and policies.

In announcing the hearing, Chairman Reichert stated, “Americans have always
been willing to help those in need. But when the American people are
asked to fund programs to help those most in need, they should be assured
that their tax dollars are really making a positive difference. Unfortu-
nately, few of our Nation’s social programs have been rigorously evaluated,
and even fewer have shown that they are effective in addressing the prob-
lems they set out to solve. It is critical that we learn more about what
works to help low-income families, that we ensure these programs are eval-
uated effectively, and that we focus taxpayer resources on those efforts
that truly help families and children in need.”



FOCUS OF THE HEARING:

The hearing will review what we know about the effectiveness of current pro-
grams designed to assist low-income families and individuals, how Congress can en-
sure more social programs are rigorously evaluated to determine their impact, and
how high-quality evidence can best be used to inform the design of social programs
at the federal level.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear-
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage,
http.://lwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “Hearings.” Select the hearing for which you
would like to submit, and click on the link entitled, “Please click here to submit a
statement or letter for the record.” Once you have followed the online instructions,
submit all requested information. Attach your submission as a Word document, in
compliance with the formatting requirements listed below, by Wednesday, July
31, 2013. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail policy, the U.S.
Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Office Buildings.
For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 225-1721 or
(202) 225-3625.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing
record. As always, submissions will be included in the record according to the discre-
tion of the Committee. The Committee will not alter the content of your submission,
but we reserve the right to format it according to our guidelines. Any submission
provided to the Committee by a witness, any supplementary materials submitted for
the printed record, and any written comments in response to a request for written
comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission or supple-
mentary item not in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will
be maintained in the Committee files for review and use by the Committee.

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word format and MUST
NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and submitters are advised
that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record.

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing.
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use
by the Committee.

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons, and/or organizations on whose
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the
name, company, address, telephone, and fax numbers of each witness.

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities.
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202—-225-1721 or 202-226—
3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested).
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail-
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com-
mittee as noted above.

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available online at A#tp:/
www.waysandmeans.house.gov/.

————

Chairman REICHERT. Good afternoon, the Committee will come
to order. This is the second in our series of three hearings on wel-
fare reform. In our first hearing, we learned that programs de-
signed to help low-income families often don’t do enough to help re-
cipients go to work and get ahead. Today we will explore what we
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know about the effectiveness of such programs, how we can hold
more programs accountable for their performance, and how we can
ensure they provide real help so recipients can support their fami-
lies and move up the economic ladder. Over one-third of American
households receive low-income benefits today, and Federal spend-
ing alone on these programs equals $15,000 per individual below
the poverty line each year. Yet few programs can show that they
improve outcomes for those in need.

What we will hear today is that in many cases, these programs
are either untested or have not been proven to work. According to
program evaluation experts, “Since 1990, there have been 10 in-
stances in which an entire Federal social program has been evalu-
ated using the scientific gold standard method of randomly assign-
ing individuals to a program or control group. Nine of the evalua-
tions found weak or no positive effects.”

In another example, a review of 13 rigorous studies on employ-
ment and training programs showed three-quarters of them had
weak or no positive effects on those that they were supposed to be
helping. All of this comes at a cost. The programs in question con-
tinued to spend literally billions of dollars every year without deliv-
ering the results promised to those in need.

We know many social programs lack meaningful outcomes, but
some programs go further and can even be harmful. For example,
Scared Straight—which I am familiar with as a former sheriff—or-
ganized visits to prisons by juvenile delinquents with the goal of
deterring them from future offending. However, instead of reducing
crime, these programs actually increased the odds that participants
will find themselves in trouble in the future. In fact, a comprehen-
sive review of research by Washington State Institute for Public
Policy estimated that every dollar spent on the program actually
creates $76 in additional cost for taxpayers, crime victims, and the
participants themselves because the youth who go through these
programs are more likely to commit crimes in the future.

This all suggests that more programs, including those in our ju-
risdiction, should be evaluated to ensure the families are receiving
real help. Ultimately, Congress and the administration should fund
what works so we can deliver better results to those in need. This
is an issue that can and should be bipartisan as it is all about
doing right by recipients and taxpayers alike.

Last week the Obama administration hosted a full-day con-
ference on funding what works, highlighting how the private sector
is willing to work with government to ensure that programs are
really making a difference. Especially given our current fiscal cli-
mate, it is important to ensure our resources are focused on efforts
that have the greatest impact on those in need, and I am proud to
say that my home State of Washington is a leader in this regard,
as Steve Aos of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy
will shortly tell us. We will also hear from experts from Utah and
Texas, as well as national leaders, about what is being done and
what more can be done to ensure that these programs are held ac-
countable for producing real results. I look forward to all of your
testimony today.

Mr. Doggett, would you care to make an opening statement?
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Mr. DOGGETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thanks to all of our witnesses. I welcome this opportunity to dis-
cuss the programs and strategies that have proven to be most suc-
cessful in helping our families escape poverty. Federal initiatives
help raised 40 million Americans above the poverty line in 2011
under a comprehensive measure that counts all assistance known
as the supplemental poverty measure.

Taken as a whole, public policy is having an immense impact on
the well-being of many of our least fortunate neighbors. This, how-
ever, still leaves the question of which specific approaches are most
effective in achieving our objectives, and as we contemplate that
question, I believe that the focus of this Subcommittee ought to be
on the one program, the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families,
that is within our jurisdiction. That ought to be our primary focus,
especially since the TANF program is set to expire on September
the 30th. We have very few legislative days prior to that time, with
the Congress being out most of August and the beginning of Sep-
tember, and I would suggest we get about the work on that specific
piece of legislation.

I voted for the 1996 welfare reform law myself because I believe
that helping people find a job is the best strategy to reducing pov-
erty. But this premise hinges on two very important principles.
First, assistance has to be available when jobs are scarce, as they
have been until very recently; and, second, a real effort has to be
made to help people find, maintain, and advance in employment.
Any fair reading of the last decade of the TANF program finds it
lacking on both counts. The percentage of poor single mothers who
are working has been dropping almost consistently for the past 12
years, after having made significant progress in the mid and late
nineties.

Even more troubling, the percentage of poor mothers who are
neither working nor receiving any assistance from TANF is more
than twice as high as it was when TANF was established in 1996.

Some of our colleagues often complain that our Federal programs
are allowed to drift on autopilot. That seems to me to be accurate
as it relates to TANF. This program is in real need of a significant
reevaluation rather than this stop-start for brief periods approach
that has been taken in recent years. Instead of working toward
that goal, we spent most of the last year in this Subcommittee de-
bating whether the administration was giving the States too much
flexibility in the TANF program.

For those who think that work requirements, stricter work re-
quirements constitute a panacea on this issue, it is noteworthy that
a number of States, including those that have Republican Gov-
ernors, have complained that the current TANF work participation
requirements really don’t measure success. Rather than continue
the same tired old arguments, our Committee can actively advance
the debate on this issue by reviewing evidence on specific strategies
that might help TANF recipients get and retain jobs. One prom-
ising approach is boosting both employment and earnings through
sectoral training programs that target high-demand occupations
and provide training and job search assistance to low-income indi-
viduals.
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Unlike some past training programs, these efforts are squarely
aimed at preparing folks for job opportunities that exist in their
communities. I look forward especially to having a native from Aus-
tin, Tara Smith, with the Ray Marshall Center at the University
of Texas offer comments about the success that is reflected in Cap-
ital IDEA in Austin and Project QUEST in San Antonio that have
shown real promise in helping people find not only jobs, but lasting
careers. The Alamo Academies in San Antonio have taken this
same successful sectoral employment approach and have partnered
with high schools, community colleges, aerospace companies at Port
San Antonio to provide specialized advanced manufacturing train-
ing.

I have been out to meet with some of those students. They are
impressive. They are high school students who complete the pro-
gram and receive valuable credentials along with their high school
diploma when graduating, and some are averaging a starting pay
of over $30,000 out of school each year.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to a productive discussion about
how these and other proven strategies might help us to improve
outcomes for TANF recipients and other struggling Americans.
Let’s find a path forward toward our common goal of increasing
employment and reducing poverty. Thank you very much.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Doggett. Without objec-
tion, each Member will have the opportunity to submit a written
statement and have it included in the record at this point.

I want to remind our witnesses, please, to limit their oral state-
ments to 5 minutes. However, without objection, all of the written
testimony will be made a part of the permanent record.

On our panel this afternoon we will be hearing from Jon Baron,
president, Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy; Kristen Cox, execu-
tive director, Utah’s Governor’s Office of Management and Budget;
Steve Aos, director of Washington State Institute for Public Policy;
David Muhlhausen, Ph.D. research fellow, Empirical Policy Anal-
ysis, The Heritage Foundation; and Tara Smith, research associate,
Ray Marshall Center, Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs
at The University of Texas.

Welcome to all of you. Thank you for taking the time to be with
us today. I will just let you know that you see three Members in
front of you. Others are on the floor speaking on a bill, which I just
came back from. That is why we started a little bit late. So we will
have some other Members joining us here shortly.

Mr. Baron, please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JON BARON, PRESIDENT, COALITION FOR
EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY

Mr. BARON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Reichert,
Ranking Member Doggett, and Congressman Davis, I appreciate
the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee on behalf of the
nonpartisan, nonprofit Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy. My tes-
timony will address how evidence-based program reforms can
greatly increase the effectiveness of government social spending in
improving people’s lives.

It is often assumed that the only way to increase government’s
impact on social problems such as poverty and educational failure
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is to spend more money, an assumption that conflicts with the cur-
rent national interest in reducing the deficit. Largely overlooked,
however, are clear examples from welfare and other areas where
rigorous randomized trials, which as you mentioned, are widely
considered the strongest method of evaluating program effective-
ness, have identified program reforms that produced important im-
provements in people’s lives while simultaneously reducing govern-
ment spending.

As an illustrative example in the eighties and nineties, govern-
ment and foundations sponsored a large number of randomized
trials of State and local welfare reforms. Three major reforms—two
in California, one in Oregon—were found especially effective. They
focused on moving welfare recipients quickly into the workforce
through short-term job search, assistance, and training, and were
found to produce gains in participants’ employment and earnings
of 20 to 50 percent sustained over several years.

Importantly, they also produced net savings to the government
in reduced welfare and food stamps of between $1700 and $6,000
per person. These findings helped build the political consensus for
the strong work requirements in the 1996 Welfare Reform Act.

A second example is in foster care where in the late nineties,
HHS granted Illinois a waiver from Federal law to implement sub-
sidized guardianship, which is an alternative to foster care in
which the State pays a subsidy to the child’s relative or foster par-
ent to serve as their subsidized guardian, as their legal guardian.

Illinois evaluated subsidized guardianship in a large randomized
trial which, over a 9-year period, found that the program increased
children’s placement in a permanent home by 8 percent, reduced
their days in foster care by 16 percent, and produced net savings
to the foster care system of about $2300 per child. Based on those
findings, CBO scored savings of $800 million for Federal legislation
that was enacted in 2008 to expand subsidized guardianship na-
tionally. To identify enough of these reforms to generate broad-
based improvement in government effectiveness will require stra-
tegic trial and error. In other words, rigorously testing many prom-
ising reforms to identify the few that are effective. The instances
of effectiveness that I just described are exceptions that have
emerged from testing a much larger pool.

More generally, most innovations, typically 80 to 90 percent, are
found to produce weak or no positive effects when rigorously evalu-
ated, a pattern that occurs not just in social spending, but in other
fields where randomized trials are done, including medicine and
business.

In my testimony, I offer concrete suggestions for the Subcommit-
tee’s consideration to greatly accelerate the rate of program innova-
tion and rigorous testing in social spending so as to grow the num-
ber of proven cost saving reforms like those I discussed. I suggest,
for example, authorizing greater use of Federal waivers to stimu-
late State and local innovation and evidence building, which was
a tool deployed with great success in welfare reform under both Re-
publican and Democratic administrations. I also suggest steps this
Subcommittee can take to facilitate greater use of low cost random-
ized control trials, such as the subsidized guardianship trial that
I described earlier, which cost just $100,000 to conduct, yet identi-
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fied an innovation that CBO scored as saving $800 million. These
suggestions are designed to catalyze evidence-driven improvements
in a social spending system that, in many cases, has fallen well
short of its intended goals.

The American poverty rate, for example, now at 15 percent, has
shown little change, whether by official or the supplemental meas-
ures, the National Academy measures since the seventies. In K-12
education, reading and math achievement of 17-year-olds, who are
the end product of our K-12 system, is virtually unchanged over
the past 40 years according to official measures, even though there
has been a 90 percent increase in public spending per student, ad-
justed for inflation, since that time. Evidence-based policy offers a
demonstrated path to more effective, less expensive government.
Thank you.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Mr. Baron.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Baron follows:]



House Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Human Resources
Heaving on What Works / Evaluation, July 17. 2013

Statement of Jon Baron
liti Evid Based Policy
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Chairman Reichert. Ranking Member Doggett, and Members of the Ways and Means Subcomimnittee on
Human Resources:

I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the evaluation of efforts to help families support their children
and escape poverty. As brief background, the Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy is a nonprofit,
nonpartisan organization, established in 2001. We work with federal officials to increase the effectiveness
of government social spending through rigorous evidence about “what works,” and the core ideas we have
advanced have helped shape evidence-based reforms enacted into law and policy during both the Bush
and Obama Administrations. We are not affiliated with any programs or program models. and have no
financtal interest in any of the policy ideas we support. so we serve as a neutral, independent resource to
policy officials on evidence-based programs. Our work is funded primarily by national philanthropic
foundations, including the MacArtlnu Foundation and the William T. Grant Foundation.

My testimony will first discuss how evidence-based program reforms can greatly increase the
effectiveness of govermment social spending in improving people’s tives. Then I will offer some
suggested next steps that the Subcorumittee might consider to advance such reforms in the programs
within its jurisdiction.

1. Rigorous randomized studies have the ability to identify program reforms (“interventions”)
that increase the effectiveness of social spending while actually reducing its cost.

It is often assumed that the only way to increase govermuent’s impact on social problems such as
poverty and educational failure is to spend more money — an assumption that conflicts with the
current national interest in reducing the deficit. Largely overlooked, however, are clear examples
from welfare and other areas where rigorous randomized trials — widely considered the strongest
method for evaluating program mmpact — have identified program reforms that produced important
improvements in people’s lives, while simultaneously reducing govermnent spending. These
examples suggest that a systematic government effort to build a body of such proven reforms, and
disseminate them widely tn federal social programs, could improve life outcomes for millions of
Americans without adding to — or while even reducing — the deficit.

Ex from prog within the suk ittee’s jurk:

Welfare-to-work strategies shown to produce sizable increases in participants’ employment
and earnings, and reductions in their use of government assistance. In the 1980s and 1990s.
government, foundations, and leading researchers sponsored or carried out a large number of
randomized controlled trials of state and local welfare reforms. Three major reform efforts — two
in California, one in Oregon — were found especially effective. Focused on moving welfare
recipients quickly inte the workforce through shert-term job-search assistance and training (as
opposed to longer-term remedial education), the initiatives produced gains in participants’
employment and earnings of 20-50%. Remarkably, they also produced net savings to the
government, in rednced welfare and food stamps, of $1,760 to $6,000 per person.’
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These findings helped build political consensus for the strong work requirements in the 1996
welfare reform act, and shape many of the work-first state-level reforms that followed. The
scientific rigor of the findings were critical to their policy impact.”

Guard: ip—ani tion in the foster care system shown to increase
children’s placement in a permanent home while reducing foster care spending. In the late
1990s, the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) granted Iilinois a waiver from
federal law to impl Subsidized Guardianship — an alternative to foster care in which the state
pays a subsidy to a child’s relative or foster parent to become the child’s legal gnardian. The
approach is similar to adoption but, unlike adoption, does not require the termination of parental
rights and so can be easier to achieve from a legal standpoint.

As a condition of the waiver, Illinois evaluated Subsidized Guardianship in a large randomized trial*
Over a nine-year period, the study found that the prograra (i) increased children’s placement in a
permanent home by 8%; (11) reduced average days in foster care by 16%; and (iit) produced net
govermment savings of $2.300 per child (because subsidizing a guardian is administratively less costly
than foster care). Based on these findings and successtul replication trials in other states, CBQ scored
savings of 35800 million for federal legislation, enacted in 2008, to expand Subsidized Guardianship
nationally.

Reemployment and Efigibility A —ani jon in the U pioy

{U1) system shown to p! Ul savings while increasing workforce earnings. In
2009, the Department of Labor launched a four-state randomized trial of the Reemployment and
Eligibility Assessment (REA) program for Ul claimants.” The program includes a mandatory in-
person review of the claimant’s eligibility for UL, and personalized job-search and other
reemployment assistance. Over a 12-18 month period, the study found: (i) $180 in net government
savings per claimant from reduced Ul payments: {ii) especially large savings in Nevada — $604 per
claimant — possibly due to distinctive fearures of Nevada’s REA program that could be replicated
elsewhere; and (111} an increase in job earnings of $2,600 (18%) per claimant in Nevada — the one
site that obtained a reliable estimate of the effect on earnings. (The study also found a smaller —
5% — increase in earnings in Florida over a 12-month period, but the study’s analysis suggests this
finding may not be reliable.%)

These results suggest that nationwide implementation of REA for all eligible UI claimants could
produce $1.5 billion in net government savings per year.’ while increasing workers™ eamnings. If
the larger Nevada effects conld be reproduced nationally, the savings might be as high as $5
biltion per year, ® and the increase in workers” earnings could be substantial.

Nurse-Family Partnership — a home visiting program for low-income, first-time mothers shown to
p major impi t in particip ’ lives, while reducing their use of public assistance.
The Nurse-Family Partnership (NFP) is one of the main program models funded by HHS's

Matemal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting program. NFP has been shown in three well-
conducted randomized trials to produce major impro in participants” life ¢ , such

as: (1) 20-50% reductions in child abnse/neglect and injuries; {i1) 10-20% reductions in mothers’
subsequent births during their late teens and early twenties; and (iii) sizable improvements in

cognitive and ed ional ¢ for children of the most at-risk mothers. In addition to these
benefits, newly-published reports from the ongoing trial in Memphis, T show, 12 vears

after the women gave birth. a $1,113 reduction in annual government spending per womnan on

welfare, food stamps, and Medicaid during the 12 years. As a result, the total discounted

govermment savings over the 12 years ($13,350) more than offset the program’s cost ($12,493).”
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#f. To identify enough of these reforms to generate broad-based gains in government
effectiveness requires strategic trial-and-error — i.e., rigorously testing many promising
interventions to identify the few that are effective.

Rigorous evaluations, by measuring programs’ true effect on objectively important outcomes such as
workforce earnings, college d . feen p y. and child maltreatinent, arve able to dis isk
those that produce sizable effects from those that do not. Such studies have identitied a few
interventions that are truly effective — such as those described above — but these are exceptions that
have emerged from testing a much larger pool. Most, including those thought p ising based on initial
studies, are found to produce few or no effects — underscoring the need to test many. This is true not
only in soctal spending, but in other fields where rigorous evaluations have been carried out. For
example:

= Education: Of the 90 interventions evat d in randomized trials issioned by the Institute
of Education Sciences (IES) since 2002, approximarely 90% wer weak or no

= Medicine: Reviews have found that 30-80% of positive results in initial (“phase 1) clinical
studies are overturned in subsequent, more definitive randomized wials (“phase HF?)."

« Business: Of 13,000 randomized trials of new products/strategies conducted by Google and
gnificant effects.”’

The current pace of rigorous testing is far too slow to build a meaningful number of
proven-effective interventions to address our major social problems. Of the vast array of
ongoing and newly-initiated program activities in federal, state, and local social spending, only a
small fraction are ever evaluated in a credible way to see if they work. For example, based on our
careful monitoring of the literature, the federal government commissions randomized evatuations of
only 1-2 dozen such program activities each year.

1V. The end goal - a sizable body of proven social interventions — is of critical importance. In
recent decades, the U.S. has failed to make significant progress in key areas such as —

= Poverty: The U.S. poverty rate — now at 15% — reached its low in 1973. It has shown httle change
(whether by official or alternative National Academy measures) since the 1970s.

= K-12 education: Reading and math achievement of 17-year-olds — the end product of our K-12
education system — is virmmally unchanged over the past 40 years, according to official measures,"
despite a 90% increase in public spending per student (adjusted for inflation).'®

= Well-being of low to moderate income Americans: The average yearly income of the bottom
40% of U.S. households, now at $20,221, has changed little since the early 1970s v
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V. Weth }{ urge the Sut ittee to lead a bipartisan reinvention of U.S. social
P g based on evid about “what works,” through steps such as the following:
A. Authorize and the ies to make i use of waivers from federai faw

and regulation to build credible evidence.

1.

“Waiver- i were deployed with great in welfare reform,
making a critical contribution to the body of welfare-to-work evidence discussed above.
Specifically, in the years leading up to the 1996 welfare reform act — through both Republican and
Democratic Administrations — OMB and HHS had in place a “demnonstration waiver” policy, under
which HHS waived provisions of federal law and regulation to allow states fo test new welfare
reforn strategies. but only if the states agreed to evaluate their reforms in rigorous (usually
randomized) studies.

This policy directly resulted in more than 20 large-scale randomized controlled trials that tested
an important and diverse set of reforms, and thereby helped build the influential body of welfare-
to-work evidence discussed above. These reforms that were tested include, for example,
mandatory job search and employment activities (e.g., Vermont): employment subsidies for
welfare recipients who left welfare for full-time work (e.g., New York, Minnesota); time linits on
welfare (e.g., Florida, Connecticut); “family cap” policies designed to discourage additional births
among women on welfare (e.g., Arkansas, New Jersey); and varions combinations of the above
reforms.

We encourage the Subcommittee to advance a similar waiver-evaluation concept
approach across the broad range of prog: within its jurisdicti d i to:

a. Stimulate a robust array of program inr ions, aimed at (i) producing
budget savings while improving program effectiveness, or {ii) improving participant
outcomes without added cost; and

b. T - preferably r ized - evaluations to which of these
mnovatlons really work.

For some programs, this would require legislation to expand the program’s waiver anthority
and/or tie that authority to a requirement for rigorous evaluations wherever feasible. Other
programs already have sufficient authority, and the Subcommittee conld encourage them to use it
more widely and strategically to stimulate state/local innovation and evidence-building. We
would be pleased to work with the Subcomumittee, if helpful, to explore how the waiver-
evaluation concept might be operationalized across various programs within its jurisdiction.

B. Authorize and encourage agencies to allow greater researcher access to administrative
data, with appropriate privacy protections, so as to facilitate low-cost rigorous evaluations.

1.

Researchers have shown it is often p to ¥ ized trials at low cost, by
measuring study with inistrative data already for other purposes.
In a developient that could revolutionize social policy and practice, researchers have shown

1t is often possible to conduct scientifically-rigorous evaluations of program effectiveness at
low cost, addressing a major obstacle to their widespread use. Costs are reduced by

measuring study ountcomes using administrative data alveady collected for other purposes.

such as child maltreatment rates, employment and earmings, stndent test scores. criminal
arrests, receipt of government assistance, and health care expenditures. This eliminates what

is typically the largest cost component of a rigorous study: locating each individual in the
program and contro} group at various peluts in time after program completion, and
admimstering mterviews or tests to obtan their outcome data.
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2. itis now possible to rigorously test hundreds of social program models and strategies
each year, rather than a select few (as is currently done). As noted above, the
government already funds a vast array of program models/strategies each year, but only a
small fraction are rigorously evaluated. With nmpetus from policy officials, low-cost, rigorous
evaluations could likely be embedded across a broad spectrumn of such activities (recognizing
that they may not be feasible in every area'®).

3. As illustrative examples —

» The idized i i ized triaf, ibed above, cost a total of
about $100,000 over nine years because outcomes for the 2,400 children in the
sample were measured with administrative data on foster care ontcomes (such as
placement 1 a permanent home) that the state of Hllinois already collected for other
purposes.

= The Reemployment and Efigibility Assessment trial, described above, cost about
$320,000 through the 12-18 month follow-up, based on the researchers’ rough estimate.
Even thongh the study had a very large sample (135,000 UI claimants), it was conducted at
modest cost by measuring all outcomes using admimstrative data on Ul receipt and earnings
that the participating states collect already for other purposes.

= We recently developed a brief with five iti i P of trials i
$50,000 and $300,000 - a fraction of the usual muitimitliion-dotlar cost for such studies.
These studies all produced valid evidence that is of policy and practical importance — and, in
some cases, identified actionable strategies that generate budget savings."”

4. Wer ize that the i has played a leadership rofe on this issue with its
recent bipartisan approval of H.R. 1896 — increasing researcher access, with
appropriate privacy p ions, to HHS's Nati Directory of New Hires (NDNH). We

believe this legistation, if enacted, will greatly lower the cost and burden of conducting
rigorous evaluations of employment programs, by enabling such studies to measure
employment and earnings outcomes through NDNH data rather than engaging in costly new
data collection (e.g., ndividnal interviews).

5. OMB is also seeking to advance greater use of low-cost rigorous evaluation methods,
and could be a valuable partner to the Subcommittee in advancing such studies. For
example, OMB prominently featured the concept of low-cost RCTs i its May 2012 memo to
the heads of the fedeml gencies on ('se of Evidence and Evaluation, and cited the brief we

6. Given the greaty we ge the Sub ittee to explore, through oversight
hearings or other means, what more can be done by Congress and/or the agencies to
build, integrate, and facilitate researcher access to administrative data, so as to enable low-
cost, rigorous evaluations across a broad range of program areas.

C. Once an intervention has been proven gh ri i to imp participant
outcomes and/or reduce cost, authorize agency programs to use waivers and other
administrative actions to facilitate its wid ion with prog funds (while
ensuring close adherence to the proven approach).
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The reason we suggest this is that federal social programs generally do not have the statutory
authority to use evidence of effectiveness as a key criterion for allocating pregram funds. (An
important. but still relatively small. exception is the set of “tiered evidence” initiative that
Congress has enacted in recent vears.™) As a result, research-proven, cost-saving interventions
such as Reemployment and Eligibility Assessments and Subsidized Guardianship. deseribed
above, may never be widely implemented unless Congress steps in to change the authorizing
legislation for the UI program (in the case of Reemployment and Eligibility Assessments™) or the
Title IV-E Foster Care program (in the case of Subsidized Guardianship). Congress did act in the
case of Subsidized Guardianship. as noted earlier, but this can be an unusual occwrrence and,
when it does happen, it often takes years to achieve.

If Congress were to authorize programs such as Ul and Foster Care to take administrafive action
to foster wide implementation of proven, cost-saving interventions, it would create a much more
efficient mechanism for translating credible research findings into practice, so as to improve the
lives of program participants and/or produce savings to the taxpayer. Doing so would inject a
dynamic for evidence-driven improvements into a social spending process where evidence
currently has little role.

: Evidence-based policy offers a demonstrated path to more effective, less expensive
g . As discussed in my testimony, we believe it could provide the basis for a bipartisan
effort to reinvent U.S. social spending, so as to greatly increase its effectiveness in improving
people’s lives.
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Chairman REICHERT. Ms. Cox, please.

STATEMENT OF KRISTEN COX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, UTAH
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

Ms. COX. Thanks for having me here, Chairman and Ranking
Member Doggett. It is an honor to be here. I am the executive di-
rector of the Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, and
prior to this position, I was the executive director of the Depart-
ment of Work force Services. We oversaw the implementation and
administration of over 90 different Federal programs, which in-
cluded everything from TANF and food stamps to child care to
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housing, a plethora of services that impact low-income individuals.
I come to this discussion with a real on-the-ground perspective in
how you actually operationalize evidence-based practices and pene-
trate into the day-to-day work of our folks.

Let me go through some of what we do and some things for you
to think about. First of all, our goal in Utah is to improve the oper-
ations of all of our systems in Utah State government by 25 per-
cent over the next 3-1/2 years, the remainder of Governor Herbert’s
administration. It is a bold initiative, but we think there is ample
capacity in all of our systems to do better, and in social services,
it really resides on integrating evidence-based practices into the
day-to-day work of our employees, so they are spending more and
more of their time doing what works, and less time doing the
things that don’t or are wrapped up in compliance initiatives,
which is part of the Federal bureaucracy.

A few things, just observations we have before we get into the
evidence-based practices. One, there is significant goal
disalignment against—across services that serve low-income indi-
viduals, so the ability to assess if a program has been successful
or not is so dependent on the point and policy objective of the pro-
gram that they are all over the place. For example, the Food Stamp
Act 1964’s intended policy objectives was twofold, to promote the
agricultural economy, and to give nutritional sustenance to low-in-
come individuals. With amendments, the ABAP program, employ-
ment and training services were offered, but really more as an eli-
gibility criteria than a true strategy to move people to work. Add
housing initiatives, TANF, Medicaid, across the board, the policy
objectives are different, so when we really want to talk about the
impact to low-income individuals, we need to be clear on what our
intended purpose is, and we don’t have that right now.

Second piece of concern is the ability of measurement. We have
too many contradictory and conflicting measures out there in the
public service arena. As an administrator of 90 different programs,
trying to get clarity on how well I am doing is a challenge. We have
created a very simple ratio, quality throughput divided by oper-
ating expense, which will baseline and drive all of our performance
in State government in Utah. It is not so simple in the Federal
navigation system of measurements, even in common core. In Utah,
we were very aggressive about understanding how important evi-
dence-based practices was. When I was executive director of Work
force Services, we set up an evidence-based arm of our agency spe-
cifically to do randomized sampling, propensity scoring, everything
we needed to know to analyze and assess TANF participation, job
training, does it work or not, but what we found is what the na-
tional studies say on a very universal level aren’t necessarily true
for the unique demographics in Utah. Even within Utah, we saw
variations from region to region.

So while evidence-based practices at the national scale are im-
portant to help direct Federal policy, the States need the ability,
flexibility, and resources to create that same ability at the local
level to really fine-tune and penetrate those evidence-based prac-
tices into our system.

The next piece is penetrating evidence-based practices into our
operations. It is great to have theory, it is great to have tons of
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data, you can Google and you can find hundreds of social service
evidence-based practice reports, but why aren’t they penetrating
our system? Part of it is our folks are so heavily focused on compli-
ance activities that they don’t have the time to step back and think
about what should we be doing. It is not an excuse, but it is a re-
ality for people. Operationalizing takes the ability to translate glob-
al goals into the day-to-day work of our employees, it requires that
we have clear policy objectives for them, it really requires that we
stop doing the stuff that doesn’t work and start doing what does.
My hope is for every new policy initiative Congress puts out, they
eliminate another one. There is only 8 hours in a day, it is the em-
ployee’s biggest constraint. If you want them to really spend 80
percent, 90 percent of the time that makes the biggest difference,
then we have got to strip away the 70 percent of the stuff that is
junk.

A few suggestions or hopes or recommendations. A lot of dem-
onstration projects are going on at the national level. Fantastic.
Push some of those resources to the State level so we can customize
our own practices that we need to make it relevant for us. Align
the policy objectives, which is simple. Not simple, but critical. Sim-
plify the measures, as you said so well, give States more flexibility
in the ability to innovate, hold us accountable, but give us the abil-
ity to be innovative. Thank you very much.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you, Ms. Cox.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cox follows:]
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July 17,2013

PREPARED TESTIMONY FOR THE RECORD of the:

U.S. HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN
RESOURCES

Offered by Kiristen Cox, Executive Director

Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, State of Utah

Thank you, Chairman Reichert, Ranking Member Doggett and Members of the Committee. |
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to share my observations relative to the
effectiveness of public assistance programs. Iam Kristen Cox, Utah’s Executive Director of the
Governor’s Office of Management and Budget.

In Utah, the Governor's Office of Munagement and Budget (GOMB) oversees the initiatives of
the Governor regarding budgeting and planning across all state agencies. GOMB has recently
been tasked by Governor Gary R. Herbert to improve state government operations and services
by 25 percent by December 2016.

The Governor was clear in his directive that the 25 percent target is not an exercise in simply
reducing budgets; rather the focus is on improving all aspects of operational performance.

In support of this goal, GOMB has developed a comprehensive set of operational excellence
tools and principles—calied the SUCCESS Framework, The SUCCESS Framework is grounded
in seven fundamentals of high performing organizations:

Set measureable goals and targets
Use thinking tools

Create your strategy

Create your organization

Engage staff at all levels
Synchronize policy and projects
Stay focused

a e & ¢ 2 o

Additionally, GOMB has developed a performance measurement system to track overall
progress and recognize results—results that can be used for making better management
decisions. Ultimately. the SUCCESS strategy will keep Utah on top as the best managed state in
the nation, continually delivering value to customers and taxpayers.

In government, we know that evidence-based practices can be a solid foundation upon which to
design and target resources. However, programs or services built upon evidence-based logic
models do pose challenges. In many of these programs, the stated target is a longitudinal goal
and it is not uncommon for many of them to lack sufficient control over the ultimate ends of their
effort. They also tend to be measured at insufficient intermediate milestones, leaving proximate
gaps of evaluation. These gaps make it dificult to manage the program, understand the core
value of the investment or determine what adjustments (if any) are required. A few years ago,
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when I served as the Executive Director of the Department of Workforce Services, we designed
our Workforce Research and Analysis division to be the evidenced-based arm of our agency,
supporting key decisions with real-time, measurable data.

In Utah. we are working on solutions to identify and close these proximate gaps in performance
measurement. Some of our targets of consideration:

» Understanding that not all systems or programs are the same, If an effort has been
proven by evidence-based research on a large scale then a similar pattern of milestones
could, but not always will, be replicated in & smaller pool for implementation. These
milestones would need to be developed generally and modified specifically.

s Developing measurement strategies that focus resources only on components of a service
or program that actually achieve the end goal.

® Redefining the measurement of value delivery for some services that is sensible to
stakeholders and to the taxpayer.

® Measuring Quality Throughput (accurate. timely, effective service) over Operating
Expense, or QT/OE

Utah believes that measures should be simple and take into account quality, throughput/volume,
and costs. We can't look at any one of these elements in isofation from the others.
Tmprovements to quality and volume are relative to the cost of such improvements. Likewise,
reducing costs may or may not be a good thing depending on the impact to quality and volume.
Tn Utah, our performance management system is based on this very simple model that ensures
we are looking at the elements in relationship to one another.

Using our management system, each cabinet agency is on target to achieve Governor Herbert's
25 percent improvement goal.

As we look across the federal programs that are managed by the State of Utah, it is clear that not
all of them are planned or measured consistently. One of the fargest agencies in Utah is the
Department of Workforce Services. which manages over 90 federal programs designed to
provide public assistance. If proper execution of these programs is truly to be defined by quality
throughput (job attainment) then localized, evidence-based practices and strategies should drive
federal policy.

Utah believes that all government programs should be structured in a manner that maximizes
resources for participants and that requirements should be minimized and focused on developing
a consistent and structured performance accountability system which measures evidence at
designated milestones,

During my term as Executive Director at Workforce Services, I commissioned studies aimed at
better understanding the outcomes associated with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

2
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(TANF) work participation requirements, job training programs and intergenerational poverty in
Utah. We have invested resources to quantify and evaluate programs designed to help parents
and children to escape poverty. These studies assist lawmakers, executives and program
managers to identify and implement effective strategies to serve these families. Utah
understands that policy concentration must be centered on the attainment of economic self-
sufficiency with results focused on employment outcomes. Notable studies in this regard
include:

o  TANF — Meeting Welfure’s Work Participation Requirements and Transitioning into the
Labor Market, (Krantz and Torosyan, DWS, September 2012): The longitudinal effects
of activities associated with TANF work participation are estimated using ordinary least
squares regression and include socioeconomic characteristics along with employment
patterns. The paper explores services that correlate with successful participation in the
TANF program and how services link with post-TANF earnings. The study shows that
individuals with participation in employment related services are most likely to meet
participation requirements and that those who meet participation most often have the
greatest attachment to the labor market after TANF. The paper is available at:
http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/specialreports/tanfreport092012.pdf

¢ Work Success — Family Employment Program (FEP) Redesign Study of Uraly 2012:
Wave I (Vogel-Ferguson, Social Research Institute. College of Social Work, University
of Utah, December 2012): This study examines outcomes of the Utah Work Success
program using customer interviews and administrative data. *“The Work Success Program
was designed in response to customer requests for more help in finding and retaining
employment. By far, most customers are very pleased with Work Success and have found
it to be an effective program for filling this need. Most customers who are referred to
Work Success are ready and available for work and are able to engage in and benefit
from the services... Most participants have adequate skills for the level of computer skills
needed, most are able to secure childcare and transportation. and ... nearly half are
employed when they leave the program.” The paper is available at:

http:/iwww.socwk.utah.edu/sti/pdf/DWS 2012 _FEPRedesignReport.pdf

e Job Training Programs — Is Job Training Justified: An Analvsis of Job Training Services
as Administered by Utah’s Departiment of Workforce Services, (Krantz and Mayne. DWS,
August 2011): This experimental study uses propensity score matching to analyze the
treatment effects of job training services in Utah. Examining these issues helps guide
DWS policy-makers to more effective budget and public service decision-making.
Findings help identify specific job training services that with the most employment and
the highest earnings. The paper is available at:
http://jobs.utah.cov/wi/trainingstud y/trainingstudy. pdf

» Intergenerational Poverty — Intergenerational Poverty in Uraly 2012, (Little, DWS,
September 2012): This report uses administrative data to provide descriptive statistics of
adults in Utah with public assistance (TANF, Food Stamps, and Medicaid) who also
received public assistance as children. The report describes the demographic and



23

socioeconomic characteristics of these individuals including education and employment
history. The paper includes demographic information for the children of these adults.
The paper is available at: http://jobs.utah.gov/wi/pubs/Poverty_Report_web.pdf

In Utah, more than 70 percent of all people living in poverty receive some form of public
assistance including financial aid, child care subsidies, SNAP. and/or Medicaid. One-third of
adults in poverty in Utah have less than a high school diploma or GED. Most of the remaining
population has no post-secondary education and limited work history. Our studies do show that
recipients of job training programs are exponentially more successful when they successfully
complete the training; yet less than 50% of all recipients of training actually complete the
training. Programs such as completion incentives and intensive counseling and monitoring could
prove to be worthwhile expenditures, but states must have the flexibility to execute strategies
that work, rather than spend significant resources on administrative bureaucracy.

The current design of the public workforce investment system is a maze of individual programs
and funding streams with various mandates attached to each program. Tt is the expectation of the
states to manage through these mandates and bureaucracy and provide the employment and job
training services needed by the workforce. This has proven to be a climate that is not always
conducive o a customer’s success in achieving self-sustainability. For example, translating
evidenced-based practices into the day-to-day work of an employee takes considerable effort and
focus. It starts with trying to eliminate the things that prohibit or distract the employee from
spending time on the things that count the most. With only eight hours in a day, it is important
for federal policy makers to be mindful of everything they are asking people to spend their scarce
time and energy on. Our biggest constraint on the ground is time. Aligning our policies and
laws around the reality of time and how we want people to use it is a much more realistic way to
bring evidenced based practices into reality.

In addition, policy objectives of various federal programs are different and can be challenging to
know which evidenced-based practice to apply when serving an individual who is receiving
multiple services. Likewise, the customer receives mixed messages and finds navigating
multiple programs ditficult. For example, food and health care are both critical needs, However,
the SNAP program requires, in certain cases, that people engage in work activities while
Medicaid does not. Clarifying the policy objectives and rules across the spectrum of programs
intended to serve a specific population would translate into a more focused use of resources and
effort on the ground.

When properly aligned, program integrity efforts, re-employment initiatives, operational
efficiencies, and trust fund management should ensure that limited resources are maximized and
directed to those who are eligible for assistance and re-employment activities. Utah has an
integrated model that captures over 90 different federal programs, giving us a unique and
comprehensive perspective on employing individuals. In fact, a Government Accounting Office
(GAO) report recently singled out Utah for our consolidation etforts and noted that “the
consolidation allowed job seekers to apply for assistance they had not considered in the past.”
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In Utah, we are comumitted to assessing the quality of programs administered and are proactively
reviewing services in order to ensure maximum value is provided to the public,

As this committee continues its important work, Utah respectfully suggests that the following
core principles guide reform efforts focused on public assistance programs that lead to
employment:

1. Programs should be structured in a manner that maximizes resources for participants;

2. Requirements should be minimized and focused on developing a consistent and

structured performance accountability system;

States should be provided maximum flexibility to design the programs and initiatives

best suited to its citizens, businesses. and workforce development partners;

4. Budget streamlining should not just penalize the states—tederal agencies should be
examined and unnecessary bureancracy and processes should be eliminated;

5. Innovation and risk-taking in the design and delivery of employment and job training
services should be encouraged rather than penalized;

6. Programming should be data-driven and evidence-based with tangible accountability
measures; and

7. Congress must refrain from establishing parallel job training programs and/or
discretionary grants that duplicate the existing workforce system.

™

A specific area where Congress can help promote efficiency. better serve job seekers, workers,
youth and employers, and maintain a fevel of services with fewer financial resources is to
provide states with a new Workforce Investment Fund which would be an integrated grant to
states that combines the following current individual formulaic grants:

Waorkforce Investment Act Adult

Workforce Investment Act Dislocated Worker
Workforce Investment Act Youth
Wagner-Peyser Employment Service

These four funding streams provide the foundation for the Workforce Investment Fund because
they provide the same or similar services which could be enhanced to populations needing
employment and training assistance.

In addition and at the request of the Governor, the following programs could be delivered
through a new Innovation Waiver process through the Workforce Investment Fund:

Adult Education

Vocational Rehabilitation

Trade Adjustment Assistance (training)

Veterans Employment and Training

Food Stamp Employment and Training

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (employment/training)

* 5 s o o o
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The Innovation Waiver process would involve the appropriate Cabinet Secretary in charge of the
program and would provide a state with an opportunity to demonstrate how delivery of the
program would promote efficiency and improved services for customers and set a common
standard for participation. Waiver requests would need to be responded to within 30 days or the
waiver request would be automatically approved. In addition, the waiver process should also
allow states to include strategies that would better integrate and align Unemployment Insurance
(UT) customers into the broader workforce system. Traditionally, Ul re-employment efforts are
isolated from the broader system and are often nonexistent in many states.

Utah also believes that Congress should decrease the number and amount of discretionary grants
overseen by DOL and opt for funds with clear accountability standards. State and local
governments spend too much time and resources on “chasing” money in the form of grants that
may not best be suited for their unique needs. With dimimishing resources, it's unfortunate that
state and local governments are increasingly faced with the dilemma of hiring full-time grant
writers or bringing consultants on board who are well-versed in how to navigate the grant
process. Consequently, grant awards can be made on how well the application is written rather
than on the actual merits of the proposal. Grant writing has become its own cottage industry.

In addition, grants require separate budgeting, monitoring, and reporting—all of which take
away money from customers and expand administrative overhead.  Grants can take too much
time to approve and often end up being one-time programs with no prospects of sustainability.
States need resources they can count on to develop meaningtul programs that can measurably
move the needle over time and quickly respond to structural changes.

Discretionary grant programs such as the Worktorce Innovation Fund would be eliminated in
order to maximize funding to the states, Utah feels that directing any portion of federal funding
currently set-aside as statewide activity funds for state-led innovations to a new federally
dictated, controlled and prescribed program (such as the Innovation Fund) adds bureaucracy and
defeats its intended purpose. 1 maintain that governors, not the federal government, are uniquely
positioned to innovate and advance systemic workforce development initiatives. Washington,
D.C. should not be determining what is or is not innovative in Utah — the decision should be
made by Utah’s Governor,

As our nation struggles with reducing its debt while providing critical services, we must ask
ourselves how the taxpayer would define “value™ and if they would be willing to pay for it. 1
suggest that many of the procedural aspects of federal policy could not pass this test. However,
at its core, public assistance and employment strategies offer significant value to the customer
and to our nation as it elevates the competitiveness and economic prosperity of our workforce.

The State of Utah stands ready to assist the Committee in its etforts to bring innovative policy
answers that aggressively address the re-employment strategies. We believe that states are the
appropriate starting point for these conversations and encourage you to maximize flexibility and
allow states to focus on helping people find employment and then hold them accountable for
doing so. Thank you for the opportunity to address the Committee and 1 look forward to
answering any questions you may have,

Chairman REICHERT. Mr. Aos.

STATEMENT OF STEVE AOS, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON STATE
INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY

Mr. AOS. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name
is Steve Aos, and I am the director of the Washington State Insti-
tute for Public Policy. You asked me to come today and provide tes-
timony on how the Washington State legislature, another legisla-
tive body, is using the Institute to try to reform public policies in
the State of Washington, so I am going to give a little bit of an
overview of the Institute and how the legislature uses it and then
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talk about some of the specific applications of the approach in
Washington.

The Institute was created 30 years ago in 1983. The legislature
passed a joint resolution in that session and said we want to have
an institute to help the legislative branch of government figure
some things out. The key aspect of the Institute is that all of the
assignments to us, including the ones I will talk about today, come
to us because the legislature passes a study bill, goes through both
Houses, passes both Houses, and is signed by the Governor. We
don’t respond to an individual Member’s request, but a bill has to
go through and pass for it to have a study undertaken. And in re-
cent years what the legislature has been asking us to do, in about
the last 15 years, is to find out what works and what doesn’t work
to achieve particular public policy outcomes. So we will get a direc-
tion that will say how can Washington public policy affect the
crime rate in Washington State, or the rate of child abuse and ne-
glect, or how can we get greater high school graduation levels in
Washington State, and it will say to the Institute, tell us what
works and what doesn’t to achieve those outcomes.

It is a nonpartisan group, an equal number of Republicans and
Democrats are on our board of directors, and they are cochaired by
one Republican and one Democrat at all times, so it was set up to
be a nonpartisan group, and that is how we operate.

What works and what doesn’t work has been something that the
legislature has been finding particularly attractive in learning how
to do the numbers on the one hand and the legislative process has
been learning how to use the numbers to actually craft budgets and
policies in an increasing number of important areas. When we do
this work, when we get that assignment to say what works, we are
playing the role of the investment adviser, if you will. We make
buy and sell decisions to our legislature, and we look all around the
country and all around the world at all of the most rigorous evalua-
tions on a given topic. We throw out evaluations that we think
aren’t rigorous enough to warrant any further consideration, and
then we assess all that in a systematic way, and we do a cost-ben-
efit analysis, and we come back to our legislature saying this thing
looks like it is a winner, this thing is maybe iffy, and this thing
looks like a loser in terms of benefit cost.

You mentioned the Scared Straight program in your opening re-
marks. We have got lots of losers. We love to find losers because
then if we are already funding those kinds of programs in Wash-
ington, they have become things that we can then cut in terms of
programs that are ineffective. So that is the role that the legisla-
ture has had us do consistently over time. The hallmark of our
work has been to take not only what works but actually to do a
benefit-cost analysis of each of those of that effort.

Crime policy has been the area where we have moved it the fur-
thest, but we are moving ahead in K-12 education and child wel-
fare and some of the topics that are directly before this Committee
right now. We now actually can point to lower crime rates in the
State of Washington and the reduced level of taxpayer spending in
the State of Washington as a result of all that work and all the
previous budgetary decisions that have been made from that work.
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The latest approach in Washington, passed unanimously in the
last two sessions, has been to take the Institute’s list of what works
and what doesn’t work and send a message to the executive agen-
cies saying align everything that you do and tell us what approxi-
mates the Institute’s list and what isn’t on the Institute’s list, and
those reports will then come back to the legislature from the execu-
tive agencies in about five or six different areas of public policy. So
this is the legislature’s attempt to try to take the information we
have been doing and actually craft budgets around it by giving the
executive branch a time to respond, saying are you doing things
that the Institute has found to work or not work.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to give an overview today about
how the legislature back in your home State has been using this
information. By the way, it is 68 degrees back in your home State
today, I just checked. I am happy to get back there in a few hours.
It is real progress. Session by session, we get better and better at
doing the work, the legislature gets used to asking the question
and taking the information back, and it is a nonpartisan effort,
that is the thing that is perhaps most encouraging. Thank you for
allowing me to testify.

Chairman REICHERT. Thank you. I think 68 is the humidity
level here in DC. if I am not mistaken. At least.

Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Aos.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aos follows:]
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Chairman Reichert and Members of the Committee, my name is Steve Aos and { am the Director
of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy. You asked me to provide testimony today

describing the nature of the Institute and how it is being used in Washington state.

Mr. Chairman, state policymakers in our home state have been engaged in a quite focused effort to
make government better in a number of significant policy areas. In broad brush, the effort is to
deliver to taxpayers better public policy outcomes and a more efficient use of their tax dolars. In
business-like terms, policymakers are frying to provide taxpayers in Washington state with an

improved return on investment in certain public programs and policies.

Structure of the Institute. Before | discuss the substance of the approach, you asked that | say a
few words about the structure of the institute. The Washington State institute for Public Policy was
created by the 1983 Legislature. The purpose is to carry out non-pattisan research on studies
assigned to the Institute by the legisiature. All of the assignments that we undertake come to us
because the legislature passes a biil, signed by the Governor, directing a particular study with
specific study language along with an appropriation to carry out the study. This is a key feature of
the tnstitute. Institute staff does not carry out studies at the request of individual Members of the
legisiature, nor does the staff undertake studies on their own volition. [f the legislature passes a

study bilt and the Governor signs it, then the Institute carries out the research.

The Institute is governed by a sixteen-member Board of Directors. Ten of the members are from
the legistative branch; four Senators and four House Members and there are an equal number of
Repubiicans and Democrats from each body. In addition, the two non-partisan committee staff
directors of the Senate and House round out the 10 Board members from the legislative branch.

The Governor appoints two cabinet level members to Institute’s Board, and the remaining four
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Institute Board Members are from the public universities and colleges in Washington state. The
Board is co-chaired by a two rotating Senate and House Members, one a Democrat and one a
Reptbiican.

The Institute’s Board hires the Director. Additionally, when an outside non-legislative entity
requests the Institute o undertake a study, the Board takes a vote. For example, sometimes a
Washington State executive agency asks the Institute's Board to undertake a study. Occasionally
an outside entity such as the MacArthur Foundation, the Pew Charitable Trusts, or the Gates
Foundation makes a request to the Board to fund a particular study. The Board meets three times

a year to vote on these requests.
Almost all of what we do, however, originates in study requests from the legislature itself.

Two Types of Studies. The legisiature assigns two types of studies to the institute: (a) reviews of
research from around the country where the goal is to identify potentiaily effective policies that
could be put in place in Washington state, and (b) specific outcome evaluations of programs
operating in Washington. By way of analogy. for the first type of study, we play the role of an
“investment advisor” where we make “buy or seli” recommendations to the legislature based upon
our examination of the options that have been fried and rigorously tested somewhere in the United
States or beyond. Then, for the second type of study, we evaluate specific outcomes of
Washington programs that policymakers in our state have put in place.

We Focus on High-Quality Research and Benefits and Costs {Return on Investment). In the
last fifteen years, the legislature has increasingly directed studies to the Institute of the first type.
That is, we receive legislative assignments asking Institute staff to identify “what works?” and “what
daoes not work?” to achieve particular public policy outcomes. We have, for example, carried out
these “what works?” assignments in the areas of crime policy, juvenile justice, K-12 education,
early education and preventative intervention, child welfare, and mental heaith and substance
abuse. We are now cenducting work on health care. We have examined a few of the early

childhood options that are in the area of today’s hearing.
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When we carry out these “investment advisor” studies for the legislature, we follow three specific
research steps.

First, we identify “what works” and “what does not work” by analyzing ail of the most credible
research studies that have been done on a particuiar policy-relevant topic. Far example, when the
Washington legislative has asked us to identify “what works” to reduce crime, we examine ali of
most credible studies that have evaluated sentencing, policing, adult corrections, juvenile justice,
and preventative policy and program options.

| emphasize the words “ail” and "most credible.” When we conduct these reviews we do not
cherry-pick studies. If one wants {o find a study or two showing that something works or does not
work, one can usually find at least some studies pointing to either result. We avoid this selective
reading of the literature by including all of the studies on a topic. We then deliver to our legislature
conclusions based on the weight of the evidence from all of the studies. The only requirement that
we place on these reviews is that the studies included in our reviews must be based on credible
scientific evidence. Sadly, a lot of research is done that does not pass our test of scientific rigor.
Fortunately, however, for quite a number of public policy topics, there are enough credible studies
from which reasonable conciusions can be drawn. As | noted, our goal is to provide the legislature
with “buy and sell” infonmation, so a finding that something doesn’t work can be just as useful to
policymaking a